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Azieres in view of Cravo de Almeida. The examiner is requested to consider the following 
argiancQt whi«i cieariy explains why the claims are not properly rejected nnder Section 103. 

First, it is noted that in les^Kmse to the rejection under ^5 U.S.C. 102, each of the 
independent claima 9 and 25 vras amoided to more clearly define patentable subject matto- 
lelative to the A2ieres patent. 

Claim 9 requiies: 

"transmitting /Ae recorded condition yabiea to the cental maintenance 
management s)fftem using e-mail" 
and claim 25 leqoires: 

"»ansmittbig by a transnussion mechanism using emaU the recorded cond^n 
vtdues to a centnd matntenance management system for automated evaluation " 

Despite these distinctions, the examiner contends tiiat Asderes et al. (col. 3, line 63 to coL 
4, line 4 and coL 4, lines 53-57) leach that tecocded condition values can be tranamitted to a 
central maintenance system Tsing email. Seepage4ofthe Final (MSce Action. Itisnot 
mdeistood 1m>w the examiner can take this position when flie examiner also sta^ 
the same Final Office Action that the Azieies i^arence does not explicitly teach transmitting the 
recorded condition values to the central maintenance s^ttem using email. In fecttfiepassa^ 
yAAch ihe examiner dtes fiom the Azieares reference do not disdose that oonditioa values can be 
transmitted to a central maint<auince system using emaiL The Azieres ttfynooc does not at all 
teadi or suggest the claimed transmitting, e.g., between a client system and a server using emaiL 

It is noted fliat one basis for applying the Azd«es reference is that the reference discloses 
that a "controller 106 can be programmed to ... transmit email messages to ...usersto so inform 
these users of relevant operating or alarm conditions ..." See CoL 4, lines 49-57. Howevw, this 
is not what is daimed by the applicant, hidependent daims 9 and 25 do not require transmitting 
infomiationtoauser. Rathrar.diey each require transnaltiAg to a *'oentealmaintenan« 
managraaent system.** 

The ffliaminer's new tdiance on the Cravo de Ahndda et aL also appears miq?laced. The 
basis for the 1 03 i^ection was that it would have been obvious to incorporate the teaching of this 
t6£mf» into the Aziere's tdference n)ecause it would andyze the coUcoted data in an effident 
manner to deteiaune &e system petfomtance end take any action to assure its perfimnanoe." 
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This is mot because the invetition does not relate to detennuung performance of a computer 
^em and the teKacence does not relate to taking actions relating to maintenance. 

That is, a wgection under Section 103 cannot be based on mere citation of a benefit or 
advantage thai one of «he lefetences might share with the claimed invention. If references can be 
properly conibined to meet the clafaned invention, flien they wiU necessarily provide the same 
advantages as the invention. Here, Uie Ctavo de Ahndda reference does not provide the same 
advantages as themvention. and the Cnivo de Ahneidaiefejence does not at all relate to 
tiansmittittg condition vahies to a central maintenance management system. Nor is flifiie a 
teachmg or suggestion in Ihe reference to J^Iy email for this purpose. In fact, dereference 
only goes so fer as to suggest use of email whwein **a monitoring conqmter teodves the 
dectionic mail messages and axnlyzes the infinmatian to derive perfetmance measures.'* See 
Par. 10007]. 

The daimed invention does not involve teansmission of "anjT type of infonnation by 
email. Many types of infiwmation are transmitted by email, but the use of email for one purpose 
(such as monitoring CPU usage) does not render obvious the use of email for a totally different 
purpose. The Cravo de Almeida reference ffljjy uses emaU to report infiamation relating to ''an 
operating state of a madiine" [see Par. 0005 of the Cravo de Ahndda reference] wherem the 
madmie •'maybe a network server, a desktop conqmter, or an intelligent appliance [and] the data 
collected indudes ... performance measurements ... for example, ...CPU usage, process queue 
length, memory usage, meoMry paging rate, disk usagft network usage ..." See, also. Par. 
[0008] of the Cravo de Almeida referraice. 

None of die foregoing rdate at all to the problem addressed by the claimed invention, 
eg., coTuHHon-based maintenance of at least one decentralized technical installation. The 
problem solved by the invaition (transmitting condition values to a central maintenance 
management system) is different than the problem solved by the prior art Cravo de Ahndda 
r^etmoe. With this distinction, there can be no basis to argue that one of ordmary skill in tiie art 
would assodale flje prior art feature wifli the solution solved by the invention. !n other wwds, it 
is oidy in hindsi^t tiiat the combination is oonstnidsd; and there is no tea 
add file disdosuiw of the Ctavo de Ahndda fefewooe to tiie Azietes refejtwice. 

Eodi of die dependent claims tother defines a oondriimtion whidi is not teugM or 
suggested in fee art of leooid. It b noted, for «irample,flwt«fea*«wp«sert^ 
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■wherein flie c&Aai management system inclwles a mechanism for monitoring or documenting a 
maiiuBiiaoce order, is not fovmd in me references. In contrast, the Azieres reference only states 
at Column 12, lines 32-35, that "service personnel can activate the camera 110 through the 
peraonal oonqniter 112 ..." Farther, ^licants' claimed "central maintenance managemrait 
system** cannot be read on die pefiKnud oomputo: 112. 

Conclusion 

For all of these reasons, all of the new 103 wgections are not supported by the cited prior 
art and flierefore should be removed. Based upon the amendments presented m Applicants' 
previous communication and the distinctions discussed herein, all of the claims are believed to 
be patentable and the application is in condition fiM- allowance. Reoonsideration and allowance 
are respectfully requested 

The commissioner is her^y authorized to charge any ^»propriate fees due in connection 
with lliis papee, induding Ihe fees specified in 37 CJP.R. §§ 1.16 (c), 1.17(aXl) and 1.20(d), or 
cradit any oveipaymients to t)qx>sit Account No. 19-2179. 



Respectfully submitted. 





{oohnP.Musone 
R^stration No. 44,961 
(407)736^9 



Siemens Corporation 
fotellectaal Prc^erty D^artmeot 
170 Wood Avenue South 
Isdin, New Jersey 08830 
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